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PUBLIC COMMENTS (PC)-H

PC-H1

Sent: Wednesday, June 06, 2012 11:30 AM

To: Christina Byrne

Ce: Diane Hill

Subject: OCTA/405...1 do not want allternative #3

Ms. Byrne,

I am completely opposed to alternative # 3. It took years
to complete the bridge and new on-ramps at the Harbor
Blvd and 405 interchange. It wasn't until that process was
completed that new businesses started to re-appear and
are still quickly filling up the empty lots near the freeway
on Harbor Blvd. Any new construction that would hamper
access to these new businesses or any future changes to
access from the 405 to harbor blvd. for any period of time
would negatively impact these businesses and once again
hurt the city of Costa Mesa directly. We have had enough.
Take option#3 off the table now. Costa Mesa will only be

From:
Sent:

To:

Subject:

\

PC-H2

Donald Haddock [dhhaddock@yahoc.com)
Monday, June 11, 2012 5:57 PM

Parsons, 405.dedcomments

OCTA/MD5 .. No to alternative #3 for Costa Mesa...

To OCTA/405 Planning,,

I am completely opposed to alternative # 3. It took
years to complete the bridge and new on-ramps at the
Harbor Blvd.; the bridge at Fairview Rd., and 405
interchange. It wasn't until that process was
completed that new businesses started to re-appear
and are still quickly filling up the empty lots near the
freeway on Harbor Blvd. Any new construction that
would hamper access to these new businesses, or any
future changes to access from the 405 to harbor blvd.
for any period of time would negatively impact these

] _ ) 2 businesses and once again hurt the city of Costa Mesa
negatively impacted by this proposal . We as a city are directly. We have had enough. Take option#3 off the
completely against this. table now. Costa Mesa will only be negatively

) impacted by this proposal . We as a city are
sincerely, completely against this and stand united to defeat the
Donald H. Haddock most ex‘pensweI Iand tIII-con;:e\;ed /
276 Princeton Dr. alternative. NO!! on alternative #3
Cossta Mesa, Ca. 92626 .
sincerely,
Donald H. Haddock
276 Princeton Dr.
Cossta Mesa, Ca. 92626
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PC-H3
From: Patrick Halbert [phalbert@roadrunner.com]
Sent: Monday, June 18, 2012 7:.07 PM
To: Parsons, 405 dedcomments
Cc: scrumby@sealbeachca . gov
Subject: Seal Beach - College Park East - Sound Wall

| live across the street from Almond Park in College Park East Seal Beach and I'm concerned about the lack of specific
information of the different alternatives and their impact to the freeway wall which runs zlong Almond Avenue. | read a
June 2012 District & City Council Newsletter which states all three alternatives involve moving the sound wall as far as 10
feet into CPE but none of the alternatives require the sound wall to be moved into Almond Park. What is the truth?

e Are there any drawings of how the wall will be moved in each area along CPE?
e What are the proposals of ‘moving’ the wall? Build new wall then tear down old?

How can the WCC project be completed without adding another carpool lane for the 22-405 HOV connectors? Does this
mean the WCC and |-405 projects require a minimum of Alternative 2? Housing values have dropped significantly the
past few years. | planned on retiring and selling my house in three years. | would image it would be more difficult to sell
2 house with a 48-54 month freeway project starting in 2015. Are there any forecast on the de-valuation of CPE homes?

Patrick Halbert
4573 Almond Avenue
Seal Beach, CA 90740

PC-H4

July 1, 2012

OCTA Board Member
550 S.Main St
PO BOX 14184 Orange CA 92863 TEL: (714) 560 6282

Dear Mr. Grecory T. WINTERBOTTOM,

1 am a resident of the City of Seal Beach College Park East Community. | am asking
you to vote for Alternative 1 for the 1-405 Freeway Improvement project, This alternative
will have the most limited community and environmental impacts compared to any other
alternative. The community believes this altemative is the most best choice because:

1. Altemative 1 does not encroach 10 feet into Almond Avenue which has an existing )
soundwall that protects the community. If this wall is torn down and a new wall is built
for widening the 1-405, it will make Almond a one way street. In case you were not

aware, Almond Street is a dedicated Tsunami escape route and the only community >— 1

access route out from the College Park Community. Almond Street needs to be wide
and two way configuration is needed in order to serve as an escape route due to floods
and/or Tsunamis. _<

2. Alternative 1 aiso Impacts to existing parks will at Astor Street and at Orleander
Street. Like many of parks in our community, children play and senior citizens walk

along Almond Street every day. Mothers and their children walk use these parks every >_ 2

day. An alternative that encroaches into our community will create expose families and
children to more vehicle exhaust which causes respiratory problems, lung disease
and/or lung cancer. The closer the freeway is closer to our community, the more
exposed to vehicle exhaust and harmful toxics.

3. Funding is only available for Alternative 1.

Altemative 2 has a funding gap which will require OCTA to issue bordg and take more
of the County's tax dollars. The community and residents do not favor'this irresponsible
tax-waste scenario,

Sincerely, W

(P, noe Al Vit i
M/ﬁlmm,/

RuTH G. HALLETT
3661 WrsTteria ST.

SeaL Beacn, CA 90740
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PC-H5
From: Michelle Halligan [michell dy@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2012 4:26 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: Public comment on 405 expansion

Hello Smita,

1 just wanted to share my thoughts on the proposed changes to the 405, 1 support the first two options listed in
this OC Register article: http.//www.ocregister.com/news/opti | 387T9-third-westminster.htm]

"The first option is to widen the 1-405 by adding a single general-purpose lane in each direction from Euclid
Street to [-605.

The second option would do the same thing as the first and also add a general-purpose lane in the northbound
direction from Brookhurst Street to the Seventh Street exit on the 22 and a second general-purpose lane
southbound from Seal Beach Boulevard to Brookhurst."

1 do not support the third option mentioned because of the toll lane. [ do not think it would be effective. Tam a
Huntington Beach resident and my neighbors and 1 know plenty of side street options to avoid the freeway
during peak hours, We would never pay a toll for that stretch of road. The toll lane may atiract some support
from those whe commute into Orange County from Long Beach, but I think their traffic concerns would be
better assuaged by adding multipurpose lanes in both directions and/or improving the 22.

Good luck with this complex project.

Regards,

Michelle

PC-H6
From: Dan Happoldt [dpoolman@socal.ir.com]
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2012 8:58 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments

Subject: ROSSMOOR/405
—

Gentlemen: As a 35 year resident of Rossmoor with 4 families and 7 grandkids in this area, | urge you to do more

studies on the tremendous impact these additional lanes will have on us .
> 1

The noise, pollution and traffic congestion that will be created is not acceptable. To NOT do an impact study on
R¢ residents is ing to me . You have done all these other “environmental studies” but nothing on the

pecple who will be the most affected by your decisions.

We residents are already seeing the tremendous traffic congestions on Les Alamitos Bivd caused by the widening of
lanes and the bridge rebuild to Seal Beach as traffic is diverted there to access the 605 North
And we will have more years of this untii 2014 11!

That is just 1 project | Now you want more years of congestion with this new project ! >_
2

It would seem appropriate that you would coordinate this project with LA County to widen the 405 into that area so
there would be no “bottleneck” at Rossmoor area.

Have the Transit authorities of Orange and LA Counties even tried to coordinate this monster project 22??

_/

| urge you to reconsider this undertaking
Regards, Dan Happoldt
12201 Chaucer Rd.
Rossmoor, Ca, 90720-4534

dpoclman@socal.rr.com

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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PC-H7
From: claudia harden [nuwyldkt@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 21, 2012 9:34 AM
Te: Parsons, 405.dedcomments.
Ce: Gary Miller
Subject: 405 project

We oppose any changes to the 405 that involve moving the soundwall along the College Park East

PC-H9

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

>1

neighborhood in Seal Beach. As it is now, we are subject to substantial noise and air pollution from 1 iy ‘F?E
the current configuration. To increase that not only during construction of additional lanes but also to Walts Com ment Sheet
make the increase permanent once the construction is complete is unthinkable. The additional lan
will n?t benefit the thous_ands of people whose lives will be disrupted by the additional noise and Flease provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Evvironmantal Impact Report /
pollution because even if they are regular communters along that section of the 405 they won't have 2 Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Callrans no later than July 2, 2012,
access to those lanes. In addition to that, the project has a reported shortfall of $625 million dollarsl
That alone should make you stop and think, "is this really necessary?". We have put up with months Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):
and months of disruption from the current realignment of lanes, rebuilding of bridges, etc. We still 3 - Crarain Coadi Communiliy &l T —
have the Seal Beach bridge rebuild to go through - this will make CPE residents virtual prisoners - [ Menday, June 4, 2012 Crangs Coast Communiy Galage [ | Tharsday, June: 7, 2012~ Rush Park Aucitoiium
off from old town Seal Beach and most of Long Beach - while it's being constructed. When it's done it X Wednesday, Juna 6, 2012 - Westminster Communky Conter [ Thurscay, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senior Canter
will be worthwhile, but there seems to be very little merit to the 405 project. 4
Claudia Harden Mame (First anc Lasty: _ _I
4132 Birchwood Ave | Aoy SAARNG
Seal Beach, Ca 90740 Orgenization: |
Address (Oplional). ] 2 . F _ 1
SEVTEE s 200 Tiser Sre | LESTASTREA ant | FRELE !
Phone Numbet: | Emall address:
s i A //ﬁ/.‘rw@ D Os . Ofees
\:
Comments,___(Aortaes [ and 2 are REmidetE . Oufie Tr0
QLT gl 7IHE 8 VEI70al GEGRAE. £77 Dol AU~ (IOpL  Gris J7FE
P aEEunY . JHE oAt T Sarb  GF i) T iootd
PC-H8 s
Work FE17 awetsd E£_Ad ApTae e _catfa L LK)
crom: Bets2021@aolcom | G HECS TNl Lkt ) Lt St A FDDIr kA G
Sent: Sunday, June 24, 2012 3:50 PM - q
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments LALE st é?’f?‘_??/ O scriles
Subject: 405 Improvement Project = " . _ _
\. Tote S B JHAT P o) wlpad ] P74
After reading about the plans for "improving” the 405 | am adding my comment as follows: Option 2 - | LAVES ( INIAVE  EXCEST U S Aty  Shewcé S
which proposes to add two new general purpose lanes will improve the boltleneck areas, not require 1 |
toll charges, and not demolish and rebuild any overpasses is the ONLY sensible option. i
Betts Harley ! {Space for comments conlinued on reverse)
2021 Irvine Ave., Costa Mesa, Ca. \ m
| - Gutrans ocTA
1
| N
March 2015 R1-PC-H-4 |-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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PC-H10 PC-H11
From: Micholas Harris [nghfoods@gmail.com]
r Sent: Sunday, July 15, 2012 1:02 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
. Subject: 405 widening
1-405 Improvement Project ~
PUb] i c H ea ri n g Please leave the exising sound wall up: I believe in the following suggestions
o End the 405 Improvement Project at ValleyView Street and use the existing seven lanes of 405 between
Comment Sheet Valley View Streetand the LA County line in any manner desired for the optimum traffic flow.
Please provide your comments regarding the |-405 Improvermnent Project Draft Emvironmental Impact Report / o Ifeither Alternatives 2 or 3 are chosen,end either one or both of the new lanes at Valley View so that they
Enviranmental Impact Statement (EIRVEIS). Comments must be received by Calltans no later than July 2, 2012, only haveto take away one or no lanes at the county line instead of 2 lanes.
Meeting Venue (please check one of the following): o Use rubberized asphalt on the 405 betweenValley View and the LA County line to minimize noise
[7] Monday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Community College 7] Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Aush Park Auditorium X .. .
o o With a center line movement, a 4 foot insideshoulder and 405 realignment, the Almond Avenue sound wall
,K Wesinasday, Jure §, 2012 — Wesiminster Community Centar ]:|Thursday. June 14, 2012 - Fountam Valiay Senior Center will not need to bemoved into SB Co]iege Park Fast.
Name (First and b - o A4 foot inside shoulder on the south side of the freeway is acceptable, why noton the north side of the
ehecca H Sy iNg freeway? Thesoundwall would not need to be moved.
Organization. \)
Aodress (Optonall; i | Thank You
/230 T;m ST tIeusTm insTors ATE Nick Harts _/
Phone Mumber: l Email adcress:
WY -S4 =)HG | [rphyim@®eql. cam
‘\
Gomments; y nol ME n_CLgtLa_h_“:L_Q nother. C&g_fmm
_[_qan seash_an h‘_\: hor GP lone. Am cgainst
'
“Jrc: W lsnsise Wanld ga Say sither
1
Len 2 buXx definwtelndl 3 >
Dy repasSi v s Takes | \K\;:- The S
e < a&egms_h —
At is SO s eSS
{Space for comments continuad on reverse] |
i {
osten, R i
(A% 4 =M |
St Giftans : OCTA l
|
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PC-H12

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

i r_-.'";

2 4
Plaass provide your comments regarding e 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Environments! Impact Report /
Envirenmental Impact Statement {Drait EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Calirans no later than July 2, 2012,
Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

U Monday, Juna 4, 2012 - Dranga Coast Commurity College U Thursday, June 7, 2042 - Rush Park Auditodum

Ov June B, 2012 ~ Community Center  [_| Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fauntain Velley Sensar Gonter

Name (First and Last): /g/‘)
;

- cHArD> Harrison
nization:
o b Leree @3
Address{Cplional): - o —
e 52 w )24 ST apr-D -Costy
Phaone Number: P . i Emall address:

S C86-247/ |

a8 G627 |

™

Comments:__{L/TH  THE ;’}?%M:ﬂk-.,w' GRC L 22| THE e Z4
QEEQS T he Jeppad: 70 HANNE THE CLowibs
_,/f_}jé_."'\'&s__Ca_t«—‘ﬁ_;_/_._'iic_/xhd_{?__cj Te ger £Roun ) >
7 ceins Pepds o CRANGIE (‘-}au.-sf—f/s/ AUL  SEE
THE  yeehdFr7

_/

{Space for comments continued on reverse)

OCTA

From: reem hashem [rjhashem@hotmail. com]
Sent: Sunday, July 15, 2012 9:12 PM

To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments

Subject: 1-405 Improvements project

Hello,

1 arn'grad to see this environmental document under way, for the traffic issues along this corrider must be dealt with.
However, 1 see many flaws in this whole process and approach for widening the [-405:

= The DEIS does not take into consideration (as a final altermative) the need for mass transit as an integral
the solution. Pouring concrete and charging toll are not long-term solutions.

« Charging toll pours right Into the realm of the "haves” and the "have nots”.

= Modeling after the SR-91 toll freeway is not completely valid as the toll lznes are not fully utilized throughout
day, leaving the congestion in the mainlanes unbearbale.

= This very discussion of expanding the freeway comes at a time when OCTA Is championing the intermodal faciili
to be located in Anaheim (ARTIC). The ARTIC supports mass transit operations, bus and Metrolink rail, and
eventually high speed rall. How can the offidials at OCTA encourage the ARTIC and yet tell the public that mass
transit is not an option on the [-405 777

» Itis quite astonishing that OCTA would even think of going into further debt to build Alternative 3, at the very
time that the smte’s and Cities' budgets are in shambels. Who will pick up the bill? our grandchildren?

e I believe that  better option than Alternative 3 would be to call those lanes in the center of the freeway
"managed lanes” which can inciude: HOV, HOT, Park and Ride buses, and possibly train service such as a Pecple
Mover (monorail). This would make it much easier to stomach and it would make CA 2 pioneer in solving the
transportation problem.

Finally:
« We should only build what we can afford today with teday’'s money that we have in the bank.
« We need to expand mass transit {park and ride and passenger rail) through a sound masterplan that covers the e

state of CA. That's forward thinking. Regards,

March 2015
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
PC-H14 PC-H14 Continued
;""T: g%"‘“ﬂeﬂ [bg‘?d;ézs;g@msgﬁm] 11. Animal Impacts. Over the years, various creatures have come to use the area of the wall as a nesting area. 5
Ts? ) P'arsagr‘ls.u:l'?ﬁ.dédoomnﬁnts several times in the past decade we have had Turkey Vultures nesting in this area along the existing wall. How
Subject: 1-405 “Improvement” project will this impact their habitat? Cont.
Name: William Haslett <
3590 Sunflower Circle I look forward to your responses to these questions.

Seal Beach, CA 90740 William Haslett

562-799-6729
BHASLETT36@msn.com

1 attended the session this past Tuesday June 12th at the Seal Beach Tennis Center hosted by our City planning
organization. They requested that we provide comments in writing on the project.

All residents of College Park East are concerned cver the significant impacts in the proposals as well as the
egregious gaps in the environmental impact report.

1. What are the sound level impacts to the community? Increased traffic and the gridlock caused by the funnel
effect of the project will raise sound levels in the residential areas. Today, the noise of the traffic is heard on
Lampson Avenue, Therefore, we assume that sound levels and associated sound attenuation will propagate to
Lampson as well.

2. Will retrofits to windows and doors in the community be funded as a part of this effort as is done in areas
close the airports when expansicns occur? If not, why not?

3, There are new EPA regulations being brought out related to airborne particulates. Where is this being
addressed? Was it covered in the EIR?

4. What are the expected health ramifications of the proposed changes?

5. What will be done to minimize the particulate fallout in local households? The location being close to the
ocean moderates the temperatures and as such people use the late afterncon ocean breezes to cool their
homes. With this increased traffic, soot from the pollution will increase the dirt in our homes.

6. We understand that there is not planned change to the lanes from the LA County line North. This being the
case, how does creating this funnel of traffic to the LA County line “Improve” traffic?

7. With the daily Marine layer in the area, combined with the funnel effect and expected gridlock, dees it not
create an inversion layer that will exceed EPA mandated levels? With the on shore flow, all of these pollutants
will be pushed into the College Park East neighborhood, having a significant carcinogenic effect.

8. Financing. Since this is funded with Measure M, based on sales taxes and the 2008 —=2011 recession driving
significant reductions in spend and therefore sales tax income, how have the funding projections been
adjusted to accommodate?

9, Local traffic within College Park East. Should OCTA decide to move the freeway wall, taking away 10 feet of
Almond AVE., the residents will lose several thousand feet of parking space. Each week, there is street
cleaning causing people to move their vehicles and park on Almond Ave. Has this impact been reviewed? Has
anyone actually observed the traffic and parking patterns?

10. Wall installation. | was told that the report does not provide construction sequencing information
therefore we are unable to ascertain the real and true impacts. That is, since the wall would be torn down, the
construction sequence becomes critical to local residents. it would be important that the new wall be
censtructed before the old wall is remaoved.

2 PC-H15

From: Jerry Hayes [jerandcarol@sbeglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 4:35 PM
3 To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments

Committee on #3 to widen 405:

Whey tear down the Fairview onramp fo the 405? This project was done recently and will only add to 1
the traffic cut through though Halecrest tract. Not a sensible plan for Costa Mesal!

Carol Hayes

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT R1-PC-H-7 March 2015
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

1 have been a homeowner in College Park, Seal Beach, for the past 26 years. I am extremely upset over the
movement of the Almond Ave, wall. I am upset over the lack of regard to residents of this area. There will be a
loss of parking along Almond Ave. Where do cul-de-sac residents park on street sweeping day? Almond will
become a sub standard street.  Have you checked into the increase noise, air pollution and safety hazards this
will cause College Park residents? Due to prevailing on-shore winds, there will be an increase noise and
pollution. Why have the air guality impacts for this area not discussed in the EIR? Why did the EIR not study
the greater health risks due to increased vehicle emissions? LA county has no plans to add additional lanes at
the county line. How far south/west will the backup extend along both the 22 and 405 freeways. As a voter,
tax payer, and resident I am asking for this project to be scraped. Jennifer Hayter

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

PC-H16

Jen Hayter [jenhayler@ymail.com]
Sunday. July 15, 2012 210 PM
Parsons, 405.dedcomments
College Park Seal Beach wall issue

PC-H17

Heather [heathersillusions @yahoo.com]
Tuesday, July 03, 2012 4:01 PM
Parzons, 405 dedcomments

Alternative 3

I vote against Alternative 3 for the 1 485 Improvement Project. This suggested Plan is too

expensive and ill ceonceived.

Thank You.

Sent from my iPad

PC-H18
From: phjoanhemphillé@gmail.com
Sent: Sunday, July 01, 2012 10:45 AM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: Draft EIR comments

I am a resident of Leisure World. Leisure World has the Haynes power plant directly behih
the 485 running very close on the side cpposite and the 22 west/605/485 interchange very,

very close to our boundary on our north. The close proximity of these sources of pollution
poses a threat to our health, and the noise they generate is a constant source of annoyance
and disruption of our peace. Since last year and continuing into at least 2814, we are
experiencing and will experience inconveniences associated with the improvements to the 22

and the 485 to connect the carpool lanes on those freeways and improve their juncture.

Traffic is already very heavy on Seal Beach Boulevard and Westminster and will get much werse

when the bridge over the 485/22 west is taken down and reconstructed. It is already difficult 1
during certain times of the day to get out of Leisure World onto either of these major

arteries, and I am anticipating long delays exiting and entering when the bridge work begins.

Because of the omnipresence of heavy traffic in my community--the constant, loud noise of the
freeways and the pollution that the traffic brings--I oppose widening of the 485 in Seal
Beach and Long Beach. Apart from my own dismay at the thought of more noise and more
pollution, it is obvious to me that widening the freeway yet again will not solve our
longterm transpeortation problems. And from my point of view, the ability of commuters to
have a bit less congestion for a mile or so is not worth the permanently raised noise and

pollution levels.

Patriciz Joan Hemphill
13381 Fairfield Lane ¥183A
Seal Beach, California 9874

March 2015
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PC-H19

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

! 5 di - it Wi act Report /
Please provide your comments req the 1-405 Project Draft Environmental Impac
En\:I:nI_:r:ental. l‘:upacl Siaiem;r.t (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments musl be received by Caltrans no fater than July 2, 2012,

Ieeting Venue (please check one of the following):
ﬁ:\dmiay. June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Communily Coflege ] Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Fark Auditorium

| ] wednesday, June 8, 2012 - ‘Westminster Community Center E]Thursday. June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valiey Senlor Center

PC-H20

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments regarding the |-40S Improvernent Project Draft Environmental impact Report /
Environmental Impact Statement {Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):
génday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Gommunily College ﬂ Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Pak Audiorium

[:| Wednesday, Juna B, 2012 - Wesiminster Community Center [ Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Founlaln Valley Senior Center

“Mame (First and Last): . 'D-__,_I _.’«. z - [ Mams (First and Lasi): N I_D 1A Hfﬂpl Quz2
!-Crg.mimlicn: A, Grganization: R
! AdarssyOpiancl: | Address(Optional):
i - T Email agdress:
f Phane Number: Dot Mg b Fhone Mumber : & Email address: -
- B orermee {5"!5:)(002 - 1252 [ .a]w-_.:u:xg Ul htanat | com
— j
. A £y = . e .
Comements: sty < = - £ : Comments:_ Hoir):’, <fne HOS [y ;WWJ?@M‘: e i ﬂz«;:{? becaese l
o . N - . i [ ¢ _ i . 7 )
— _Jf_‘.,._xll‘_'_' Lo B H < ,\ | -Ju"'“-"’ﬁ Lopevpmf poclly .r’.lf/‘;f‘j o Anlees pae swh a !Wj o
I iy y 2 fys o $io 4 7
. Vol 2 | bl _If:/m,j s P s . aed L vesde -
—
(Space for comments continued on reverse) o f )
pace for comments continued on reverse)
o1 Tiay,

;ﬁ" %?2- -

5? g it %‘;

R oCTA Ve’

e %m,..m"f OCTA
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PC-H21

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Flease provide your garding the 1-405 Imp. t Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Envi tal Impact (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caitrans no later than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

[‘_,"i-'—londay June 4, 2012 — Crange Goast Community College [[] Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorum

Name (Firsl and msn:\B Asord Hcﬂc»ﬁm’_'

D Wednesday, Juna 6, 2012 = Wesiminster Community Center E]Thursc‘ay\ June 14, 2012 - Feuniain Valley Senior Centor

Crganization: p‘ur”'hﬂ'fa Zg,_—..m’ o 7{;"

GdressCpiona: 3 A
AdmeclCalondll 3 s 397 B ficee Q—/,:mwm Loake (1, G255

Fhone Number: Ema| adderss: __
diey 32Y-Feio "S wrberd 15 1@ apat || tom
| (3ie) S2¥-TE5¢ 3 VE

Commentszﬁ___..é]'fv‘fm e ! 1‘ 1

oCcTA

& &

(Space for comments continued on reverse)

PC-H22
From: Christian Herc [christianherc@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 15, 2012 7:02 FM
To: Parsons, 405 dedcomments
Subject: OCTA 1405 Improvement Project

Dear OCTA,

As a concerned resident of Rossmoor i find it very worrisome that in addition the lanes under construction at the
405/605/22 exchange currently, the county Is looking to further expand fraffic and thus poliution. | would request that
QCTA conduct further air quality tests prior to engaging in such an expansion. Furthermore, there are numerous
articles outlining the the inherent danger with freeway pollution.

Jatimesblo

Example: hit

Thanks, Christian Her

March 2015
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PC-H23 PC-H24

L ]

[-405 Improvement Project ' ’
Public Hearing ‘

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments reg: g the 1-405 impr Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Environmenta! Impact Statemant (Draft EIRJEIS] Comments must be received by Caltrans no iater than July 2, 2012,

Comment Sheet

Pl
2ase pm:.:ielyq?:ardmments mg;rd.ng the 1-405 Improvement Project Draft En\.r:mnmer:.ai Impact Repert
mient (Draft EIR/EIS), Comments must be received by Caitrans no faler iharelfl'?.lyfz 2042,

)
|
r
E

Meeting Venue {please check one of the following): — b — f the following)
eeting Venue (please check one of the following):

[T Menday, June 4, 2042 - Orange Coast Community College [[] Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorium
] Wednesday, June 6, 2012 - Westminster Gommurity Center [ ] Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Vailey Senior Canter

@ L_ﬂ_c__f_f d
Olgslum‘mn L‘&Lﬁ-— C-’ *~ ame {First and La;
)_ z ] — { ';g EQL%//;PP f‘/p’)‘.’fﬂff/_.g"
———-—‘_ - — . . _ anizalion: e r) j" e )
’ﬁ%gr& “—md nw At - -AZL&(} b | Fddrass{Optional): /_/ ¢ g /{% L/f/j;_/ 7 / /-" _{7?/ %z ,5_/_/
j j — ' Fhone Number: 7/&’) ﬁ/’é ﬁfatzmaa address: L ;_./
| Comments: Ry, ,{_,@4/ é J,\_ A 14;\ A NG d.a tne ] 4 )
s t tA roa E JJ‘MTW—| 1 Comments: %Oﬁé 0 o /;"'(Z éﬂﬂ
uﬁ\g—ﬂ—@ Lobra ;04\ of uim ,i,u , R £1>- ﬁfﬁ/ AeL - > 1
‘ I}M_Cq«rngglﬂ:_: X L0 1P de /4 2. _’*‘gc LA )f(,;rﬂ fi?_w’/’f)
A v.p I 5T :‘ﬂ—AvEZaLG" . (/ ¢ —

(o '\-()f; ) Mg l—a\—-

[ wwecnesday. June 6, 2012 — Wastminster Community Genter  [T] Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fo, untain Viaey Senlor C
' = Il eater

Kanda; - o u
] Y, June 4, 2012 - Orangs Coast Community Collage Trhursday, June 7, 2012 — = Rush Park Auditorium
‘

(Spaca for comments continued on revarse)
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|
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PC-H24 Translation PC-H25

Comment:

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

There is a lot of traffic every day, do this job.
1

Comment Sheet

Plzase provide your comments regarding the 1-408 Improvement Project Dreft I:nirlrnnmeniar im
1 g = pact Report /
Environmental impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no !aﬁ:»r than July 2, 2012.

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):
D Monday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Community Cellege D Fhursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditoriam

[[] wednzeday, June 5, 2012 — Westminster Community Centar - [ 7twrsday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senior Cantar

oGty [ Dl7 S22

Mame (First and Last):

SO
i ddress{Oplonaly: /! s P B

e g sl o) Ve V222 Loss Reack, o0 e

r (e Iel2 s | ||

™
Comments:_ /f-‘f_,é’{%r LG o ) B e L P Gie
f."_ﬁ.ﬁv/@:/z. s Per Sl Lo o 1408 €2 i i S

A Al LpGara oten bap Clan S o & Colfim s AS o
Porlo fir £ 5 ¥ 77 ‘f/"?“" Yo Foz g " 7‘_/‘“‘9‘/‘\ s
_

(Space for comments continued on reverse}
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PC-H25 Translation PC-H26
Comment: ——
There is a lot of traffic and people waste a lot of time traveling from one place to another. There are a 1 2
lot of accidents because there is a lot of traffic. !"405 [m pl"OVement PI’O] ect
Public Hearing
Comment Sheet
| Please provide your comments regarding the |-405 Imp t Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
| Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR'EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,
| Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):
D Monday, June 4, 2012 - Crange Coast Cemmunity Collsge [:j Thuraday, June 7, 2012 = Rush Park Auciterium
,:] Wednasdzy, June &, 2012 - Westminsier Community Center DThursdsy. June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senler Centar
Name (First and Last): e -
M Jose bgis Heenan e [
FgEN: g
[ r-n__fu Y4 1
Address{Optional):
- !
Phone Mumber : ao ) Emall address! I
(323) S 33-103Y | |
] i N
Gomments; T his (Gl (!l ]n.eféme 'fio fﬂa;‘! my h-
cet ) hille _ete, —
_na’{‘ ‘_"nf{“ me ot wif] ]np!'n mwrgboé:fv,
— S —
(Space for ¢t [ | on reverse)
(A &&
H 3
%%.mf GEfbans OCTA
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PC-H27 PC-H28

I-405 Impfovement Project

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Public Hearing

Comment Sheet Comment Sheet -
Pleass provide your comments ing the =405 Impre t Project Draft Environmental Impact Repart / Please provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Preject Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Erwi al Impact St t (Draft EIR/EIS), Comments must be recelved by Caltrans ne later than July 2, 2012,

Envircnmental Impact Statement {Draft EIR/EIS). Commants must be received by Caitrans no later than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue {please check one of the following): Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

[] Mondsy, June 4, 2012 ~ Grange Coast Community Colege [T Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auciterium

D Menday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Cozst Community College [ Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorium
[ wednesday, June 8, 2012 — Westminster Community Conter [ Thursday, Juns 14, 2012~ Feuntaln Valley Serior Center

[ ] Wednesday, June 6, 2012 ~ Westminster Community Center [ hussday, June 14, 2012 = Fountain Valley Senicr Carter

"Tame (First and Last: : | [Mame Frefand Lasti | _
tame (Fretene Ramivo  Hernandez e -LU)\\ 6 . -AQ'{_. Na d ,Q’;,_ _
Crganization: Lo!‘dl *-Hé, o | BT QJ?/U‘\-M 1\;\(39—4(%‘.5 4{’.@-/ —37:5& [
FadrossiCptional): Adaress] m'ma!’Z/// <, _3}10{ oA r;E{‘-:I g_;wrla (et Co - QRTOF o
i Pmmmumb“}'jz,% N 55"—"{-08‘?& 1Emailaddl£ss‘. Fhﬂne?~k.-mheq:lf7f¢ ) 6{3 _08/9‘ | mal ey l{.eru&u&&fl_z, me P Qqq\bcu_iow
Comments__ Scave o teod  of  diene ' Comments__ (A€ Heed mMalc LepineS for prare r_[ 1
o Cur s
' _J
(Space for comments continued on reverse)
(Space for comments continued on reverse)
S,
N & N & &
3 > G/bans
(&) :

Furag

OCTA
OCTA
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PC-H29
From: Mary Herrera [MHH30@msn.com]
Sent: Monday, June 18, 2012 2:33 PM

To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: College park East Seal Beach Ca Soundwall

Hello Smita Deshpande,

You do not know me and that is ok just hear me out. I have lived in College Park East, in Seal Beach CA\

for 27 Years. 1 grew up in Los Alamitos, but picked Seal Beach to purchase our home on Fern Cir, a cul-
de-sac to raise our three kids. Iam now raising my Grandchild here.

The freeway noise does not bother me that much I have learned to live with it, but 1 am very opposed to
the moving of the sound wall cleser to my home. It would mean the noise would be closer to my home,
more pellution closer te my home, the scund wall closer to my home. This is not fair to our community
here or my family. I purchased my home knowing the freeway was already there, but never to think you
would expand our way!

Yes we have too many cars on the freeway, but that is not my faull and should not be punished for it!
That is what I feel you are trying to do to us. Please find another solution to the freeway expansion, is it

really necessary?

Who are you trying to please the drivers that use the freeway everyday that could careless about our
homes? How would you feel if you lived in our Track, I would hope you would think like I do!!

Thank you for taking the time to read this, just hepe you make the right decision!
Mary, Joe, Angelina, Joseph, Stone, Gavin, Natalie and Cash Herrera

3561 Fern Cir, Seal Beach, CA 90740
562-504-4196

_/

PC-H30
From: Garry Herron [garryherron@roadrunner.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2012 4:00 PM

To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: Our concerns about the upcoming [-405 widening project

To:

Smita Deshpande

Branch Chicf - Caltrans District 12

“Attn: 405 DEIR / DEIS Comment Period”
2201 Dupont Drive

Suite 200, Irvine, CA 92612

From:

Garry and Kathleen Herron
4373 Elder Avenue
Seal Beach, CA 90740

We are homeowners and residents in the College Park East neighborhood of Seal Beach, and we have concerns
about this propesed project that are not addressed to our satisfaction by the Draft EIR documents which we have
reviewed. Our concerns are based on the fact that our neighborhood is immediately adjacent to the 1-405/SR22
freeway, and therefore any increase in the size of that freeway will have immediate, long-term and lasting
impacts on our living environment and quality of life.

Maore specilically, it appears to us that the Draft EIR Report has not thoroughly studied the adverse effects of
several polential consequences that would come from this project, and so there seems to be no plan or intent to
mitigate these negative consequences. These consequences include such things as:

+ Increased traffic noise.
« Increased air pollution due to the increase in traffic.
+  Narrowing of Almond Avenue, a neighborhood street that parallels, and is immediately adjacent to, the

freeway.
« Increased congestion on Seal Beach Blvd. and Lampson Ave.

The resulting negative effects could have a significant adverse impact on our living environment and quality of

life.
_/

We would appreciate a response acknowledging and addressing our concerns.,
Thank you.
Sincerely,

Garry and Kathleen Herron

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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PC-H31 PC-H32
Smita Deshpande, Branch Chief, From: Richard Hilliker (rwhilliker@hotmail.com]
_Distri 6 - A0S £ o d Sent: Monday, July 16, 2012 10:02 PM
Caltrans Dlstncth 12, a\ttln, 405 DEIR-DEIS Comment Period To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments; Richard Hilliker
2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200 Subject: 405 extension question
Irvine, CA, 92612
N r Hi
Subject: State Route 405 (I-405; San Diego Freeway) between SR-73 and 1-605 ¥
and Draft EIR/EIS Can you please tell me why the pylons are being installed on the shoulder of the transition road from the North 405 to
North 6057 [ did not see them on the plans and it appears a ramp is going up. [ live right behind it on Martha Ann. 1
I am concerned about the impacts the State Route 405 improvement project will have on our Thank you,
community. Tam especially concerned about Alternative 3 which will widen the San Diego
Freeway in the City of Costa Mesa and convert an existing car pool lane to a toll lane. Richard Hilliker
Alternative 3 would require that the Fairview/T 405 interchange be demolished and rebuilt, even >.
though it was just rebuilt three years ago. Residences and public parks near the I- 405 will be 1
adversely affected both during construction and upon completion of the project. Problems
inciude air pollution, noise, and degradation of the visual quality of our neighborhoods. Ramp
closures at Harbor, Fairview, and South Coast will not only inconvenience residents, but impair
access o the many businesses which contribute to our local and regional economy. )
In addition,
PC-H33
From: Michael Hoag [villageat@cox. net]
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 11:44 AM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: 1405
we all know and understand that auto centric infrastructure is not sustainable. 1

Pick oil, poliution, consumer expense.
The awful truth is car manufactures can make cars faster then we can increase road capacity.
A 101 course in transport / maobility planning makes it clear that making bigger roads generates more car trips.

Please include these comments in the public/administrative record for this project and the project
EIR/EIS. Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

Yurs truly,
” (/D
_}; A
(Name)
/28 g w&nﬂm’ Y %L ﬂe@%ﬁcb (iﬁﬂh@i_
(Address) \ (City)

Please keep me informed about future hearings and future steps in the review process for
the I- 405 project.

March 2015 R1-PC-H-16 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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PC-H34

July 1, 2012

OCTA Board Member

550 S.Main St

PO BOX 14184 Orange CA 92863

Dear Mr. Q.V.:g)grej 7. edinTe boffort
FPudlie rmendbsa

TEL: (714) 560 6282

e CAhArrnan 7

| am a resident of the City of Seal Beach College Park East Community, | am asking
you to vote for Alternative 1 for the [-405 Freeway Improvement project. This alternative
will have the most limited community and environmental impacts compared to any other
alternative. The community believes this alternative is the most best choice because:

1. Alternative 1 does not encroach 10 feet into Almond Avenue which has an existing
soundwall that protects the community. If this wall is torn down and a new wall is built
for widening the 1-405, it will make Almond a one way street. In case you were not
aware, Almond Street is a dedicated Tsunami escape route and the only community
access route out from the College Park Community. Almond Street needs to be wide
and two way configuration is needed in order to serve as an escape route due to floods

and/or Tsunamis. . ; ememen e = R—

2. Alternative 1 also impacts to existing parks will at Astor Street and at Orleander
Street. Like many of parks in our community, children play and senior citizens walk
along Almond Street every day. Mothers and their children walk use these parks every
day. An alternative that encroaches into our community will create expose families and
children to more vehicle exhaust which causes respiratory problems, lung disease
and/or lung cancer. The closer the freeway is closer to our community, the more
exposed to vehicle exhaust and harmful toxics.

3. Funding is only available for Aiternative 1.
Alternative 2 has a funding gap which will require OCTA to issue bofids and take more

of the County's tax dollars. The community and residents do not favor this irresponsible
tax-waste scenario.

Sincerely,

%:,, < '40-—7¢/5_

H 17 Buath  Foto
I, =A. G277 ¢y

PC-H35
From: mbh@pmssﬁmﬂrﬂets.cnm
Sent: Saturday, June 23, 2012 1:11 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Ce: Randy Holbrook: mholbrook@pldlawyers,.com; Frances Gabler;
shelley@presstimeprinters.com

Subject: 405 Project

To Whom it May Concern:
1 am writing in regards lo the 405 expansion project to express my support for Proposal #3 with the express lanes.

| use the 405 daily to commute between Los Alamitos and Costa Mesa. In my opinion, Propesal #3 is the proposal that
is rnost Ilhely to sngnlfcantly shcnen my daily commute time. In addition to adding the general purpose lanes

| #1, proposal #3 will also make batter use of an existing, but underutilized carpool lane, while
addmg a second toll lane and help fund itseif through the tolls collected--features lacking in both altermative proposals.

Traditional carpool lanes are a joke--based on my own experience and observations, it is clear that most people using the
carpool lanes are either (i) parents driving their children around or (i) company trucks transporting crews of paople. In the
vast majority of cases it doesnt appear that the carpool lane has actually served to remove any meaningful number of

cars from the road; it appears that the cars in the carpool lane would have had the same number of occupants whether or

not the carpool lang even existed.

By tuning the existing carpool lane into a dual purpose carpool/toll lane, the existing lane should serve a greater number
of pecple than it currently does. Additionally, the two toll lanes will, over time. help to pay the costs of the project and any
associated maintenance costs. Proposals #1 and #2 will do neither,

For the foregoing reasens, | believe that Proposal #3 will be the most beneficizl to all Orange County residents and should
be selected,

Tatthew B. Holbrook
12432 Rainier Cir.

Los Alamitos, CA 90720
(T14) 342-1276

\

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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PC-H36 PC-H37
From: Deborah Holzhauver [nursedeberah@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2012 11:55 PM m—
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: Personal C t Re: 405 Impro t

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

1 think it is very imporfant for both Los Angeles and Orange counties to work together on the 405 improvement

project.
It would be ridiculous to improve the 405 without following through on traffic mitigation into Orange County.

It would lead 1

10 a disastrous bottleneck resulting in gridlock. If you are going to do the job, please do it right. Don't skimp on >‘ CDmment Sheet

quality im.d I o ) et th . P Please pm\rlda your comments regarding the 1-405 Impréverent Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
common sense due to politics. This is a crucial improvement project that must be done right the first time to ) Impack S [Oraft EIRVEIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

avoid wasting

taxpayer's money and causing prolonged public inconvenience. Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

Please think about the obvious trends with the car pool lanes and HOV lanes. If you add more lanes to 2 [[] Morcay. June 4, 2012 - Qrange Coast Community Gollege [T Thursday, June 7. 2012 - Rush Pack Audliterium

accommodate only those
vehicles and they too become overcrowded, It will ultimately become a moot point.

[ wWednesday, Juna &, 2012 - Westminster Commiunity Genter [IMhurseay. June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Sendor Center

. e C i . R Firstand Lost)
1 think widening the 405 is necessary but if it means there are significant problems with land acquisition PR T T E tz,(/;; - L
resulting in crninent — 3 Organization:
domain issucs, | would encourage vou to strongly consider building a double-decker freeway like San Francisco fr Ty LW 7"//5 \J
uSes.

Fhona Number: Emeil adress:

—
T VP 21 2 | ) N |

Thank vou for allowing me to submit my opinions and recommendations. ’

A4
1

(Space for comments continued on reverse)

raree o ¥
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PC-H38

I1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

Pleasa provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Project Drait Environmental Impact Raport /
Envir impact Stat {Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

[:_] Monday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Communily College D Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Audilorium

D Wednesday, June B, 2012 — Westminster Community Center || Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Vabiay Senior Center

Name (First and Last):

Folon o f. Hetrte

Organizatien:

Address|Dptionaly 8/F 4/ 2 b/;'/".' c A

ona Number : . B " Email address:
T )y - yip3s 3 [T

Comments: fz\)f; }?f’ e e Ster ~_wWas < \l 1

o The IF(’@L&ZE

_J

v

(Space for comments continued on reverse)
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PC-H39
From: Maria Huang [maria_david168@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2012 9:34 AM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: Leave our Wall Alone (at College Park East)

We are the residents at College Park East, we utge vou to please leave our sound wall zlone when
you expand the 405 Freeway. The reasons are:

1. There will still be a bottle neck at the 605 freeway even if you expand 10 fi for 405 freeway,

because LA County is N0t expanding the 405 freeway on their side of the county line.

2. 'The residents at College Park Fast will have increased noise and pollution and other health
problems.

3. Qur property value at College Park East will likely to go down.

4. By taking 10 ft off Almond Street to expand 405 freeway, our Almond street will be narrower
and become unsafe for our kids, runners, bikers, walkers...

Sincerely,
Maria & David Huang

4733 Dogwood Ave.
Seal Beach, CA 90740

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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PC-H40

18 June 2012

Orange County Transporiation Authority
ans

Seal Beach City Council
Assemblyman Tom Harmon

Gentlemen:

We live in College Park East in Seal Beach, CA. We have lived here since 1981 and ™\
enjoy the small community very much.

We recently attended a meeting called by the Seal Beach city council to inform us of the
Cal Trans plans for widening the 405 Freeway which runs along our track. Appaently the
city council only expected a few residents to attend and were surprised that so many :
residents showed up with their comments and/or unhappiness on the plans. We were told

there are three plans which are being considered. | believe most of residents’ first choice >— 1
would be a “no build” for the freeway which is none of the three plans for a variety of

PC-H41
From: Debbie Hults [debbiehults@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2012 5:33 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: comments on -405 improvement project

Dear Parsons Group:

As a commuter and a Costa Mesa resident I understand the traffic problem on the I-
405. Adding general purpose lanes in each direction starting at Euclid would help this \
problem, as outlined in option 1 and 2.

Just three years ago we endured the widening of Fairview, the demolition and rebuilding of
the Fairview Bridge. The construction noise, pollution and extra traffic during the day

was unbearable. Most nights, crews would work, dropping off and assembling heavy
equipment and large pile drivers directly behind our home. Large lights were used.
Needless to say, the noise was loud and constant. My family’s sleep was interrupted for

the entire 19 months of the project.

reasons. As it is now we must endure lots of noise from the freeway, especially when . 1
\?‘w g%%gmiﬂgr&wm'omm&aggﬁnﬁm%?m by ﬁ\&e many We were unable to open our windows because of the additional pollution caused by the
understand ir:gnsore of the husiest imegmhang&s and aleo have a remrdeewﬂyis‘ ofe d construction. Down stairs was miserable. We were unable to use the upstairs rooms
One item of major concem for our residents is the possibility of demalishing of the current : be_cause of the extreme temperature (over 100 degrees at times) caused by closed
sound wall. We were told the freeway would impinge into our track by removal of the _ windows.
parking lane in order to make space for the freeway. We totally object to this.
= } o . Paularino Elementary was also affected by the noise and pollution. Each classroom does
anatg[mtywiﬁ:g ?ol_lgswuas mb‘s ﬂ;?upﬁﬁphgs!:opa%grgyagdmﬁ?bggﬁnw and only goes not have air conditioning to help filter out the added pollution from construction.
freeeway which means there will be a great backup right at the Orange Cmt‘;:;"e It o 2 The children need to be outside for recess, lunch and PE,
not make much sense to widen the freeway and then to suddenly be back at squaré one however, with the added environmental pollution, their health will be compromised.
with a narrower freeway. How does that help the congestion at the county line?
. » . If option 3 is chosen, the residents of Costa Mesa not only have to endure the long
gﬁxﬁggm at ’E%St ftwoocl']me%‘rt?“le; also object to m?h plans presented. We would construction, yet again, for a toll lane we are unable to use, we have to help pay for it.
would also object for the same reasons that we have stated. 3 The 7 million, 3 vear old, Fairview Bridge will have to be demolished and re-built. This
We feel that the least objectionable plan would be to add one Jane in each direction of the is abusive and a waste of money. At a time when many families are struggling to survive
freeway and not to demolish the sound wall and leave it as is. this economy, tearing down a new, 7 million dollar bridge, and asking us to pay for a
new one to be built, is a bad idea, and makes government look inefficient, arrogant and
We look forw”ard fo your recognizing our objecttions to your plans and seriously consider wasteful.
[the ressggnts point of view fo not remove the present sound wall nor take away the parking
e asits. g When Orange County voters passed M2, a toll road was not mentioned. I do not believe — 2
Thank you for your attention, the voters of Orange County intended the }2 percent sales tax increase to be used for an
: additional lane on the [-405 with a toll to pay. We are already paying for the freeways
& and roads through the sales tax increase and the gas tax.
TN
I would also like to add, if a toll lane is added on the I-405 in Orange County, and ends
ggz% mtﬁgrh&ggey at the 1-605, it will cause a bottle neck at the north county line. The ultimate goal of
Seal Beach, CA S0740 alleviate iraffic congestion on the I-405 will not be achieve and the funds from measure ~— 3
M will be wasted.
Please feel free to contact me with any questions via email: debbichuits/@gmail com —
Sincerely,
Debbie Hults
Costa Mesa Resident
R1-PC-H-20 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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PC-H42

Smita Deshpande, Branch Chief,

Caltrans-District 12, “Attn: 405 DEIR-DEIS Comment Period”
2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200

Irvine, CA, 92612

State Route 405 (I-405; San Diego Freeway) between SR-73 and 1-605
and Draft EIR/EIS

Subject:

I am concerned about the impacts the State Route 405 improvement project will have on our
community. Iam especially concerned about Alternative 3 which will widen the San Diego
Freeway in the City of Costa Mesa and convert an existing car pool lane to a toll lane.

Alternative 3 would require that the Fairview/I 405 interchange be demolished and rebuilt, even
though it was just rebuilt three years ago. Residences and public parks near the I- 405 will be
adversely affected both during construction and upon completion of the project. Problems
include air pollution, noise, and degradation of the visual quality of our neighborhoods. Ramp
closures at Harbor, Fairview, and South Coast will not only inconvenience residents, but impair

>1

access to the many businesses which contribute to our local and regional cconomy. _

In addition,

Please include these comments in the public/administrative recorc for this project and the project
EIR/EIS. Thank vou for the opportunity to comment.

Yours truly,

s

{Name)
Fr5 7 Brston Y/

.
{Address) 4

ﬁ)yf Mse I 926 24

(City)

Please keep me informed about future hearings and future steps in the review process for
the I- 405 project.

PC-H43

OCTA and CALTRANS

Re: | 405 Improvement Project EIR

Sirs:

| fine that your EIR for the above | 405 Improvement project (project) is flawed and minimizes
the nagative impacts on the environment and populace adjacent to the project.

1.

Of most concern is the residential area south of the Santa Ana River to Harbor Bivd. In all three
of your options you have included the planned SB onramp for Ellis Ave. It is configured to
cross the Santa Ana River and add an additional width of road bed to the West Side of the 1405
to accommadate the new SB onramp, thereby moving sound wall 649 closer to the properties
immediately adjacent to that on ramp to the west. This would also necessitate the addition of a
retaining wall as the ROW slopes away toward the adjacent properties. This affects a Costa
Mesa City Park, the Santa Ana River Bike trail and numerous homes on Nevada St., Wyoming
Circle and Maryland Circle in Costa Mesa.

. Your description of movement of scund walls does not address any impacts the

. You EIR does not address potential air born material/dust on the air quality at the

. Your EIR does not address potential heat re-radiation effects on housing when sound

. Your EIR fails to address any economic impact to the properties where the change in the

You fail to note any negative impact fo any property adjacent/abutting the proposed
project as long as the project does not encroach physically upon that adjacent property
(i.e. all finished project stays within the existing freeway right of way).
Your EIR fails to note any visual quality or character degradation (EIR Ch.3, section
3.1.7 pg28) due to the sound wall {SW 649) and required retention wall moving to 16

feet from the housing structures, and only acknowledges potential light spill from the Elii
SB on-ramp as an easily mitigated impact.
Your EIR fails to note any noise impact to Moon Park caused by no sound wall along the
portion over the Santa Ana River and the polential reflection of increased noise reflecting
off the concrete surface of the Santa Ana River Project.
Your EIR fails to note any tunneling effect of the Easterly blowing breezes caused by the
reconfiguration of the sound wall (after completion of the movement of the sound wall)
and the distribution of airborme trash and material trapped by the new design.

construction will have on the immediately adjacent properties in privacy, noise,
vibrations, particulate and volatile emissions.

schools/parks within % mile of the project during construction. While it lists them oft as
potential sensitive sites, there is no further reference to them in Chapter 3.2.6 Air

Quality.

walls are moved closer to existing housing, especially in areas where the air flow will be
reduced due to the reduced cross sectional area to allow free air flow caused by the
movement of the sound wall/retention wall.

road bed does not leave the right of way but extends significantly closer to the adjoining
properties, often to the very edge of the ROW.
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PC-H43 Continued

| can find no study that demonstrates that the only effective configuration for this additional SB
on-ramp is as designed. While there may be limitations to other alternatives to this new SB on-
ramp, they do not appear in the EIR as rejected considerations.

The existing SB on-ramp is a two lane on-ramp with peak hour timing lights. These are set to
allow 1 vehicle per lane to enter the freeway at peak times. Simply by changing the timing to
allow 2 vehicles to enter per lane sequentially (lane 1 then lane 2 then lane 1 then lane 2) there
would be a reduction in vehicles standing in the on-ramp. Also if additional storage lanes were
added to the on-ramp as presently configured, most of traffic accessing the on-ramp from Ellis
would be able to be stored and then released to the freeway in a timely manner to improve the
LOS of the left turn lane to access the on-ramp. _<

If, as your document implies, the freeway access would be mere efficient at both Brookhurst St.
and Magnolia St., they would now draw some portion of the traffic away from Ellis as an
alternate and further reduce the demand at Ellis. No appreciable increase in housing either by
density increasss or conversion of commercial to residential or increase in commercial use is in
any plans associated with the area that generates the base traffic on Ellis, so there should be no
substantial traffic growth and therefore overall traffic pressure in that area would be net reduced
once the freeway improvements are completed.

| note that you are able to design and construct the planned SB Ellis on-ramp in such a manner
to preserve the entrance to the Sanitation District directly across from the existing Ellis on-ramp.
A redesign of the existing Ellis SB on-ramp would achieve the same results in preserving the
Sanitation District entry.  Also the properties affected by a redesign would not be residential
properties either. Of course, a redesign of the current on-ramp would be cheaper and not
negatively affect the properties in Costa Mesa. Should the decision to keep the current planned
SB on-ramp at Ellis then the potential impacts must be addressed. _<

1. How long will the actual construction of the Ellis SB on ramp and moving of the existing
sound wall take, especially that part that is south of the Santa Ana River?

2. What times will construction be done? Since the construction is a noisy and dusty
process, will it be done at times when most families are home and trying to enjoy their
homes, i.e. after work/school?  Is CalTrans willing to only do construction during those

> 10

> 11

>_12

times that are the least disruptive to the abutting properties inhabitants?
3. What landscaping options will be used to mitigate the visual and heat issues of the new

9.

10. What measures will be used to visually screen the property (privacy issues) during the

PC-H43 Continued

properties? What assurances are CalTrans and OCTA willing to make (re timely
removal of said trash)?
Dug to no sound wall on the cn-ramp as it crosses both the Santa Ana River and a

portion of Moon Park, what sound mitigations will be in place to assure confinued 16
enjoyed use of Moon Park?
Will there still be a remaining slope to the few feet remaining between the sound 17

wall/retaining wall and the property wall or will it be flat and consistent with the abuttin
property?
Since the new retaining wall will require a relatively large footer or piles, that will be
constructed in very close proximity o homes, what mitigation measures will be used to:
a. Reduce impact on the residents of the noise, dust, vibrations, etc.
b. Mitigate damage from vibrations on the construction of those structures and all
other structures
c. Address health issues driven by the increased incidence of air pollutant materiald
including dust, volatile materials, and diesel emissions in such close proximity > 18
and concentration due to the trapping of those materials between the very near
houses and the construction activity.
What measures will be used to provide security to the adjacent properties from the
construction area when no construction is in progress, and the construction site is
emply?

remaoval and reconstruction process?

11. What monetary relieve will be provided to adjoining property owners for subsequent loss|

of property values due to the visual impact of the moving of the sound wall/retaining 19
wall?
12. Will any temporary relocation of affected families be used to minimize disturbance in
sleep and other unplanned disturbances be used? 20
13. Will any structures built be either on the surface or subsurface on the abutting propertieg
(i.e. out of the existing ROW but subsurface in the adjoining properies? If so, how will 21

Since one option is going to be chosen, | am totally against option 3 {toll way addition) for Ihh
following reasons:

1.

that be handied?

The toll way will provide Costa Mesans no benefit since all access to the toll way is
inconvenient to any part of Costa Mesa except that part that routinely uses the 73 NB

>22

massive (25ft. tall structure) within 15 feet of the home itself? Will the affected property 13 ac088s to the 405
have any say in the selection? How will that landscape material be maintained .
;’:;‘Z;sim;‘; P I?;e a":; JEREd P 2. The toll way will only support individuals who can afford toll use in their daily travels
4. What additional heat mitigation measures will be used should the reradiating of heat % g’;‘:;;mv"e‘;?g:‘gs';?:I‘:::;"r:’::lﬂgng‘me i’;i:'i:ﬁ::or:fs‘2*;;:‘;‘;:;??:1s::t i‘(”"
ini | i d not mitigated by
:;?‘Tgsgep::;w;(;iﬁzf aliretaining wall become excessive and not miligated by 14 reducing the overall vehicle count on the freeways, this being done in the highesl density
: . . o TR ’ i i l
5. After the move of the sound wall/retaining wall, how will remaining property still in the Z:t!:n?ifalor‘s:?: ,ior:'::mﬂ&r:‘zmzglzngzmﬁ?nf:;ﬁ:;:? g?{;;:gf:f:::ﬁ:se
ROW be maintained? Who should be contacted to address funnel effect of blowing 15 - - 5 . :
trash that collects between the new sound wall/Retaining wall and the existing abutting E::;:;ziih;':i::‘:r;yo:v:::;ivsazg;zzzz ;L:?;::;Z ?r'!:; z:g:f:ﬁzz?z:g:?;?g)
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the number of 2 person car pools will be reduced and when tolls are applied to 3
passenger cars, the number will be further reduced. No on voted tc add a lane and 22
remove free HOV lanes.

Option 1 makes no financial sense since both 1 and 2 require the same bridge demolition and
rebuild. The small difference in cost makes Option 2 the only sensible choice. 23

Thank you for the opportunity to respond

John V. Humphrey
714-751-6552

1620 Sandalweod St.
Costa Mesa, CA 92626

PC-H44
From: Lisa3541 [lisa3541@aol.com]
Sent: Saturday, June 23, 2012 7:06 AM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: College Park East/Seal Beach Sound Wall -
TO: FROM:
Smita Deshpande Terry and Lisa Humphrey
Caltrans District 12 3541 Rose Circle
2201 Dupont Dr, Suite 200 Seal Beach, CA 90740
Irvine, CA 82612
Bringing Down The Wall -

First of all, let me identify who | am and where | live. My name is Lisa Humphrey. | am 52 and my husband is GR
years old; we have lived in cur home since 1987. We live in one of the homes on the corner of Rose Circle and
Almond Ave, closest to the ‘wall” separating us from the 405 freeway. | have 2 chiidren; both of which have

lived in this home their entire lives.

We were fully aware that there would be noise and pollution coming over the wall when we purchased our
home, but it was our first home purchase after marrying in September of 1986, and we believed this home to
be our ‘starter’ home. Over the years lanes on the freeway were added and eucalyptus trees were removed.
The pollution and noise has already increased since 1987,

10 + years ago we were notified that CALTRANS/OCTA wanted to buy our home, along with 5 or 6 others,
to make way for this very expansion. That plan was aborted and we decided to stay in our home, and te
remodel. We added extra insulation to the walls and installed double pane windows. We've added our own
trees along our wall, and had a waterfall added to our existing pool. All of this was intended to elliminate
some of the pollution and noise.

Fast forward, 2012 — Here we are again discussing the removal of the infamous wall and expansion to the 405,
Why? Because some genius has predicted that by the year 2030 or 2040, depending on which EIR you read,
our stretch of the 405 freeway will not be able to accommodate alf the commuters. Has this ‘think tank’ taken
inta consideration that statistically more employers are allowing, and in some cases suggesting that
employees work from their homes? it saves the employer from leasing large office space, coupled with saving
time employees are wasting on the freeways. Not to mention it's almest become cost prohibitive to commute
into offices due to rising gas prices. How about the downturn in home building, thus a cap on our population;
or the unemployment rate; some have nowhere to go? Who's to say that there wouldn’t be a downturn in j

‘commuter” traffic? Whe really knows what 2030/2040 brings?? Many of those living in College Park East are
well into their retirement years, They'll be forced to live with the disturbance and not even be able to attest
that this was a project was worth the aggravation!

There are 2 additional factors here; One being the state of our national economy and the depressed home
market. ALL of us have less equity in our homes today— ALL of us...even those who live on ‘prime real estate’.

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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Add this proposed construction and we in our neighborhood are really stuck! We won't be able to sell our\
homes to remove ourselves from this project, not even at a bargain basement price! Who in their right mind
would purchase a home without a wall during construction even if the intention is to build a shorter wall 10¢
closer??

So while you’re contemplating which is a better scenario for the masses, also consider what is happening to
us.

*  Loss of property value
Many of us have lived in this neighborhood for many years and have accumulated equity and/or paid
off their homes ensuring the ability to someday retire. Some bought a few years back during the height
of the housing market and are upside down with no option to sell, but to walk. Either way, with
everything that is going on in our country and the diminishing home values, it's hard enough to recoup
our properties value. With this looming project we wouldn't be able to even contemplate selling our
homes and moving away from this project without taking a bath. Selling our homes at a loss at this
point would not only affect us, but we'd be taking cur neighbors down with us! The comps in the area
would diminish even further! | understand that Alternative 3, adding toll lanes, will be a revenue
stream for you. Will those of us affected by the project be receiving compensation to offset the loss of
OUR revenue stream? In addition, who should | send my bill to for the actual damage that has been
caused by this project thus far? Since construction has begun the stucco on my home has begun to
crack!

* Noise
We knew when we bought this home that the freeway was there and that the wall didn’t block all of
the naoise, but the late night noise from the construction of this project is only the beginning of the long
term noise we can all expect by accommodating even more cars to travel at maximum speed. | actually
look forward to rush hour traffic; it's the only time we are able to enjoy being in our backyard without
practically yelling at one another to be heard. We have invested thousands of dollars attempting to
‘muffle’ the noise, i.e., planted additional trees, built a waterfall feature into our pool, wired outdoor
speakers..You are still able to hear the freeway, but at least now there is additional noise to focus on.

« Pollution
I would venture to say that most of us have grown accustomed to dusting, vacuuming, changing out
our air filters and cleaning our pool filters more frequently than the average person. | cannot even
imagine how much more dirt and exhaust we'd be exposed to with the wall down, closer and lower
than it is now. There has to be someone studying the health risk this imposes! We are ALL inhaling
proven carcinogenic materials everyday!! How many in our neighborhood have lost their jobs which in
turn mean that they have lost their health insurance, not to mention the retired that have subpar
health insurance. Who in your department should we send our medical bills to??

« Lack of parking along Almond Ave,
Those of us living on one of the “Circles’ need Almond for the overflow cars on our street. And what

PC-H45

From: Nancy Hunsaker [mailto:nlh02 @yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 07, 2012 11:20 AM

To: Christina Byrne

Subject: 405 freeway expansion 605 to 73

Dear Ms. Byrne,

™

It makes no sense to expand this freeway project with alternative 3. Alternative 2 seems the best opton as it would
expand the lanes on each side by rwo lanes.

The 405 freeway, when very busy, slows/stops going North at the Santa Ana River. Tt was approximately four years
ago that the Fairview bridge was reconstructed and to tear this bridge down is a waste of money and will interfere
with City life in Costa Mesa AGAIN!!

With all the eonstruction within our city limits, the toll lanes would be very inconvenient to Costa Mesa residents
since there are no exits or entrances within our city bmits, How ndiculous is that for Costa Mesa....

There is no limit as to the cost of the toll roads years from now. We would not only be inconvenienced but would
be paying for the "pleasure’ of driving a distance to get on the toll road and then paying for it without limit as t
what the cost would be over a period of dme.

Please leave us alone in Costa Mesa.
Nancy Hunsaker

3160 Killybrooke Lane
Costa Mesa, CA 92620

PC-H46

From: Nancy Hunsaker [mailto:nih02@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2012 B:36 PM
Subject: 1-405 expansion 405 (at 605) to 73 freeway

would you suggest we do on ‘street sweeping day’? Should the city wave the parking tickets we'd 5 To Whom It May Coneern:
traditionally receive? Or should we make sure that we're available that day to drive around until the
street sweeper has passed? Costa Mesa does not need to be inconvenienced with the expansion #3 as this work was completed a few years
«  Lastly, ITWON'T SOLVE THE TRAFFIC ISSUEIN! There will be a bottle neck at the 605/LA county line. | 6 ago. We do not need the freeway to come closer to the homes that are nearby which will cause more pollution and
understand that LA County has found other ways to spend their meney and keep city workers and sub- noise. Without an exit in Costa Mesa for the carpool/toll road, the whole thing is such an unnecessary and costly
contractors employed?? expense for the City. A toll road makes no sense either.
The Navy owns the property on the southbound lanes of the 405. It would make much more sense if you were Please remove expansion #3 from the agenda.
to infringe on their ‘farmland’. But, | understand they told you 'NOY, you couldn't have that land; and you said 7
‘oK. Well, | say ‘NO’ to taking down that wall and moving it closer to my homel Mancy Hunsaker
3160 Killybrooke Lane
Costa Mesa, CA 92626
March 2015 R1-PC-H-24 1-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

> 1



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

PC-H47

Smita Deshpande, Branch Chief,

Caltrans-District 12, “Attn: 405 DEIR-DEIS Comment Period”
2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200

Irvine, CA, 92612

State Route 405 (I-405; San Diego Freeway) between SR-73 and 1-605
and Draft EIR/EIS

Subject:

T am concerned about the impacts the State Route 405 improvement project will have on onr-\
community. Iam especially concerned about Alternative 3 which will widen the San Diego
Freeway in the City of Costa Mesa and convert an existing car pool lane to a tol! lane.

Alternative 3 would require that the Fairview/I 405 interchange be demolished and rebuilt, even
though it was just rebuilt three years ago. Residences and public parks near the I- 405 will be
adversely affected both during construction and upon completion of the project. Problems
include air pollution, noise, and degradation of the visual quality of our neighborhoods. Ramp
closures at Harbor, Fairview, and South Coast will not only inconvenience residents, but impair

> 1

access to the many businesses which contribute to our local and regional economy.

In addition,

Please include these comments in the public/administrative record for this project and the project
EIR/EIS. Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

PC-H48

1-405 Improvement Project

Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report / Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no
later than July 17, 2012.

Name (First and Last):

[Kim-VYEN H0 YrH

Organization:

ko A merican Business Wowen Fegoredion HBWA
Address (Optienal):

Phene Number : ,;.I”H_ ] GA?— 00 ?Z__ ‘ Email address: K‘.m o Aﬂl{)‘v\hj @'{m_ﬂ/ﬁ(‘(a

~

c _:H' WaS gy ]u@r l-haJﬁL’e Qv us“h‘ aﬂméﬁ‘i@
kearing on TJune Q af City of Westmmiler, The T-405
| Tim p{_e\ié mean Proiec'r\ﬂas ‘b@{IACa&T'% FBWA ifhc‘}mlof/lé
ond o Commun ity viaTelecact as llShdn wit
12D Newsven- 0CTA e (amel 578 Culobal TV,
Cowial Hank st Belile Demicie G s fue dillenge ||
odkCeach to o Cammunibes for all LJ:, Y i folmdlisn

P> 1

Yours truly, . Y
/ 6] dew el | —
QEME L eorcid s 1S f T
ZName) '
/5 7 _ /'_.- B / /f/ (Space for comments continued on reverse)
Y217 K/Mgg_g, ouie7 (7S é:s,‘;" ﬁﬁ ?Zéic, P
(Address) 7 7 (Cy) {e"\i Et
/ Please keep me informed about future hearings and future steps in the review process for R‘“’""j Gvons OCTA
the I- 405 project.
R1-PC-H-25 March 2015
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hello Smita,

PC-H49

Mickey Huynh [mickey huynh@panasonic.aero]
Wednesday, Jure 20, 2012 2:13 PM

Parsons, 405.dedcomments

405 North bound

| just read an article about Costa Mesa 405 freeway with several oplions such as expanding 1 lane in north bound, 1 lang

in both sides and close Fairview, Euclid & Brookhurst for toll road. Being resident in Founlain Valley for aimest 10 years

and now in Costa Mesa, | have been observing and experiment myself the caused of congestion and only in North bound

section between Euclid Ave and Beach Bivd, |, noticed that north bound lanes are being narower at Brookhurst and also

obstructing by Brookhurst bricge poles which caused me alert and slowing down my speed. | also noticed that there are 1

many cars end their 2:30 P.M. work shift merging into the freeway this also alerls me to slow down to prevent from

accident, and of course there is also caused of direct sun light from west direction during evening hours too. | don't really
know if CalTrans have been studying about 405N bound congestion or nof, but | would be very happy to know this issue

have been acknowledge and researched by CalTrans and | would love to have a copy of survey or report regarding to

this 405N congestion.
Best regards,

Mickey Huynh

March 2015
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RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS (PC)-H

Response to Comment Letter PC-H1

Comment PC-H1-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments were considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Only Alternative 3 would require reconstruction of the Harbor Boulevard/I-405 interchange.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered a design option for Alternative 3 that would eliminate new
lanes south of Euclid Street, except for the extension of the southbound auxiliary lane
approaching the Harbor Boulevard exit ramp north to Euclid Street. If Alternative 3 is selected as
the Preferred Alternative and the design option is implemented, reconstruction of the Harbor
Boulevard/I-405 interchange would no longer be required. Please also see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification and Replacement of Fairview Road Overcrossing/Truncation
of Tolled Express Lanes.

Comment PC-H1-2
Please see Response to Comment PC-H1-1.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H2

Comment PC-H2-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Response to Comment PC-H1-1.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H3

Comment PC-H3-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments were considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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Alternative 1 would avoid the Almond Avenue soundwall, and Alternatives 2 and 3 would
require relocation of the soundwall up to 10 and 3 ft to the north, respectively. Alternatives 2 and
3 would also likely include parking restrictions along Almond Avenue to maintain the City street
standards for two-way travel. Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation
of the soundwall under Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Responses — Preferred
Alternative Identification and Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Comment PC-H3-2

If Alternative 2 or Alternative 3 without the design option discussed in Response to Comment
PC-H3-1 is selected as the Preferred Alternative, the wall would be reconstructed at 18 ft (same
as the existing wall) at the new location. The proposed soundwall locations for Alternatives 2
and 3 are shown in the Draft EIR/EIS Appendix N (N4 and N5) in Figures 21 through 23. The
new soundwall would be constructed of masonry brick, the same as other soundwalls within the
corridor.

Comment PC-H3-3

There are no build alternatives that require an additional carpool lane within the 1-405/SR-22
Connectors or any part of the WCC Project. There is only a transitional area for the managed
lanes.

Please see Common Response — Preferred Alternative Identification.

Comment PC-H3-4

The 1-405 Improvement Project may have an effect on property values, but it is not likely to be a
major change because 1-405 is an existing facility within Orange County. In addition, Caltrans
has found no literature, studies, or evidence that property values decrease because of freeway
widening near a home. Please see Common Response — Property Values.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H4

Comment PC-H4-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments were considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

See Response to Comment PC-H3-1 and Common Responses — Preferred Alternative
Identification and Almond Avenue Soundwall.
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Comment PC-H4-2

As discussed in Section 3.1.1.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, none of the build alternatives would affect
Shapell Park or Bluebell Parks, located near Oleander Street and Aster Street, respectively. As
discussed in Section 3.2.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the build alternatives would not have any
substantial effects on air quality within the project area. Please see Common Responses —
Almond Avenue Soundwall, Air Quality, and Health Risks.

Comment PC-H4-3

Alternative 1 is fully funded from Measure M2. Alternative 3 is fully funded from a combination
of Measure M2 and bonds against anticipated toll revenue. At this time, Alternative 2 is currently
the only alternative that is not considered fully funded. If Alternative 2 is selected as the
Preferred Alternative, Caltrans/OCTA will seek additional federal, State, and local funding
sources to make up the shortfall. The project is considered a Major Project by FHWA, and a
Draft Financial Plan must be submitted to FHWA prior to approval of the Final EIR/EIS. The
Draft Financial Plan must identify full funding for the project. Please see Common Response —
Measure M Funding.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H5

Comment PC-H5-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments were considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Comment PC-H5-2

The benefits to congestion of the build alternatives, including Alternative 3 that includes tolled
Express Lanes, are summarized in the Draft EIR/EIS in Tables 3.1.6-4 through 3.1.6-8 and
Tables 3.1.6-12 through 3.1.6-14. Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS summarizes the need for the
proposed improvements.

No one is required to pay a toll. Express Lanes provide an option for motorists willing to pay a
toll for a congestion-free trip in the corridor with a reliable trip time.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-H6

Comment PC-H6-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments were considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Portions of the Rossmoor community were considered in the environmental studies prepared for
the project. For example, noise analysis was conducted to identify potential impacts to properties
near 1-405. Air quality analysis was conducted to identify potential impacts of the project.
Drainage analysis was conducted to identify improvements needed to the Montecito Channel,
which drains portions of Rossmoor. Traffic analysis of the two freeway interchanges near
Rossmoor (Seal Beach Boulevard 1-405 interchange and the Katella/Willow 1-605 interchange)
was completed. Numerous other environmental studies were conducted that included
consideration of Rossmoor.

Additional traffic noise analysis was included in the noise study within Rossmoor from the
I-405/1-605 split to the Katella Avenue interchange of 1-605. Future predicted peak-hour traffic
noise levels along Martha Ann Drive are expected to rise from zero to 1-dB for any of the
alternatives. Most residences adjacent to the project along 1-605 already have the current
maximum allowable soundwall height of 16 ft. In accordance with the Caltrans design
guidelines, the maximum soundwall height should not exceed 16 ft due to seismic issues. For the
areas with soundwalls less than 16 ft in height, such as locations represented by Receivers R6.52
through R6.59 and R6.64 through R6.70, there are no impacts predicted to occur. Receivers
R6.52 through R6.59 (street addresses 12251 through 12541 Martha Ann Drive) are actually
predicted to experience a drop in traffic noise levels of approximately 4 dB due to a soundwall
that is part of the WCC Project that preceded this project. Receivers R6.64 through R6.70 (street
addresses 12101 through 11881 Martha Ann Drive) are protected from traffic noise impacts by a
14-ft-high soundwall along the southbound 1-405 to northbound 1-605 connector.

Health Risk Assessments are not utilized by Caltrans because of uncertainty and applicability of
the results; however, analysis of MSATS, which have the greatest potential to affect the health of
residents located adjacent to the project, was completed as discussed in Section 3.2.6 of the Draft
EIR/EIS. Although the various alternatives would place travel lanes closer to some residences, it
is anticipated that MSAT exposure, including DPM, would be less than existing conditions.
MSAT emissions are likely lower than existing levels in the design year as a result of EPA's and
California’s control programs that are projected to further reduce MSAT emissions. Please see
Common Response — Health Risks.
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Please also see Common Response — Noise/Noise Analysis and Air Quality.

Comment PC-H6-2

There would be some inconvenience during construction of any of the build alternatives;
however, only minor improvements are envisioned on Seal Beach Boulevard as part of the 1-405
Improvement Project. The Seal Beach Boulevard bridge over 1-405 was designed and
constructed to accommodate the 1-405 Improvement Project, so no further bridge construction is
anticipated.

With respect to a potential bottleneck at the Los Angeles county line, please see Common
Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.

Substantial coordination between Caltrans Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los Angeles Metro,
Gateway City COG, and the City of Long Beach has occurred. Please see Common Response —
Coordination between Caltrans Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los Angeles Metro, Gateway City
COG, and the City of Long Beach.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H6

Comment PC-H7-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments were considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Traffic noise analysis has been conducted according to State and federal guidelines as outlined in
Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. The results of the Noise Study Report show that the
future predicted peak-hour traffic noise levels in this area of Seal Beach would increase by zero
to 1-dB. Please also see Responses to Comments PC-H3-1 and PC-H3-2 and Common
Responses — Preferred Alternative Identification, Almond Avenue Soundwall, and Noise/Noise
Analysis.

Comment PC-H7-2

The build alternatives will reduce congestion and decrease travel times for all within the
corridor. See also Common Responses — Air Quality, Health Risks, Almond Avenue Soundwall,
and Noise/Noise Analysis.

Comment PC-H7-3
Please see Response to Comment PC-H4-3.
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Comment PC-H7-4

Although the 1-405 Improvement Project does require some additional pavement widening and
soundwall construction within the WCC Project footprint, construction effects on the adjacent
communities would be substantially less. Structures constructed under the WCC Project (Seal
Beach Boulevard Bridge, Valley View Street Bridge, and the 7" Street off-ramp) will not be
reconstructed during the 1-405 Improvement Project. The design of both projects has been
carefully coordinated to avoid throw-away costs and reduce construction impacts within the
WCC Project area.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H8

Comment PC-H8-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Common Response — Preferred Alternative Identification.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H9

Comment PC-H9-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H10

Comment PC-H10-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-H11

Comment PC-H11-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments were considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Responses to Comments PC-H3-1 and PC-H3-2 and Common Responses — Preferred
Alternative Identification, Almond Avenue Soundwall, and Replacement of Fairview Road
Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H12

Comment PC-H12-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H13

Comment PC-H13-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments were considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

As discussed in Section 2.2.7, mass transit components were initially included in the 1-405 MIS
within the project area. None of these alternatives were considered as viable alternatives to carry
forward for further consideration and analysis within the environmental document. Please see
Common Response — Elimination of LRT and BRT Alternatives.

Comment PC-H13-2

The experience on the SR-91 Express Lanes is that motorists from all income groups use the
Express Lanes. No one is required to use the tolled Express Lane facility, and the GP lanes
remain available for all users unable or unwilling to pay the toll for the Express Lane facility
under Alternative 3. All of the build alternatives reduce congestion and improve travel times in
the GP lanes.
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Comment PC-H13-3

The SR-91 Express Lanes are highly successful and very efficient. They do not eliminate
congestion in the GP lanes; they provide an option to that congestion to motorists willing to pay
a toll. The tolls are set at the rates necessary to maintain high-speed operations. For an
explanation of how this management works, see the Draft EIR/EIS, page 2-20. The same
methods were used for all of the build alternatives. Please see Common Responses — Comparison
of Tolled Express Lane Operation of SR-91 to 1-405 and Opposition to Tolling.

Comment PC-H13-4
Please see Response to Comment PC-H13-1.

Comment PC-H13-5

Bonding against future Renewed Measure M sales tax receipts is planned for all of the build
alternatives to expedite delivery. Please also see Response to Comment PC-H4-3.

Comment PC-H13-6

The proposed Express Lanes in Alternative 3 are managed lanes; however, that term has not been
used in the Draft EIR/EIS because it is a broad category. Express Lanes is a more precise
definition of what is proposed in Alternative 3. For a more complete explanation and definition
of Express Lanes, see the FHWA Web page http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/
managelanes_primer/index.htm. Transit vehicles would use these lanes for free, and HOVs
meeting the occupancy requirement would enjoy a free or reduced toll.

Comment PC-H13-7
Please see Response to Comment PC-H4-3.

Comment PC-H13-8

We acknowledge your support for statewide transit planning. Please also see Response to
Comment PC-H13-1.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H14

Comment PC-H14-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments were considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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Traffic noise analysis has been conducted according to State and federal guidelines as outlined in
Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. The results of the Noise Study Report show that the
future predicted peak-hour traffic noise levels in this area of Seal Beach would increase by zero
to 2 dB with the project by the design year of 2040.

The soundwall is not proposed along the portion of 1-405 where it is next to Lampson Avenue
because there are no frequent outdoor use areas that would be benefited from a soundwall at this
location.

Traffic noise is at its highest level when traffic volumes are close to capacity and traffic moves at
full speed. The traffic noise level goes down when traffic slows down due to congestion at high
volume. Stop-and-go traffic produces much less noise than traffic moving at high speed.

Under Alternative 1, the existing 18-ft-high soundwall along Almond Avenue would remain as-
is and untouched. Since the public meetings, design modifications were made to Alternative 3
that would allow the same existing soundwall to also remain as-is; however, the design changes
required to change Alternative 2 enough to allow the existing wall to remain as-is are not
acceptable to current design and safety standards. Under Alternative 2, sections of the existing
soundwall would need to be removed, relocated, and replaced in-kind along the project
alignment where space is needed for the proposed project’s additional lanes and required safety
features. The current maximum preferred height for soundwalls in California is 16 ft due to
seismic issues; however, this soundwall would be replaced at the original 18-ft height due to the
policy of in-kind replacement. Please also see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Under the Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol used for this study, ground-level interior
noise levels are addressed and examined using the NAC of Title 23, Part 772 of the CFR, titled
“Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise.” Once the
outdoor noise-sensitive areas have been provided the required 5-dB abatement, possible interior
traffic noise impacts are also considered to be abated. Based on Caltrans’ Protocol, if noise-
sensitive land uses would experience an hourly equivalent continuous traffic noise level of
75 dBA or higher and a soundwall cannot provide feasible noise abatement to the exterior
outdoor use areas, then interior noise abatement measures such as building fagcade upgrades (e.qg.,
double-paned windows and air conditioning so that windows can be closed for a prolonged
period of time) may be considered. For all cases in this project, recommended soundwalls
provide required abatement to the exterior use areas with noise levels of 75 dBA or higher;
therefore, no interior acoustical abatement measures were considered. Please also see Common
Response — Noise/Noise Analysis.
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Comment PC-H14-2

The Air Quality Technical Report was prepared in accordance with FHWA and Caltrans policy
and guidance. As discussed in Section 3.2.6 of the Final EIR/EIS, the project is a POAQC and
requires PM;o and/or PM, s hot-spot analysis based on 40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123, and EPA’s
Hot Spot Guidance. Interagency consultation concurred with this determination on January 25,
2011 (see Appendix J, Air Quality). Pursuant to Federal Conformity Regulations (specifically,
40 CFR 93.105 [c] [1][i]), a qualitative analysis of the localized PM emissions was conducted.
Based on the detailed PM hot-spot analysis, which is consistent with 40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123
and EPA’s hot-spot guidance, the proposed project would not cause or contribute to, or worsen,
any new localized violation of PM;oand/or PM, 5 standards.

MSATS have the greatest potential to affect the health of residents located adjacent to the project.
Although the various alternatives would place travel lanes closer to some residences, it is
anticipated that MSAT exposure, including DPM, would be less than existing conditions. MSAT
emissions are likely lower than existing levels in the design year as a result of EPA's and
California’s control programs that are projected to further reduce MSAT emissions.

Please see Common Responses — Air Quality and Health Risks.

Comment PC-H14-3

Please see Response to Comment PC-H14-2 and Common Response — Traffic Flow at the
Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.

Comment PC-H14-4

OCTA regularly updates Measure M revenue projections. Measure M2 revenues would only be
used to construct a single GP lane in each direction, as identified for Project K in the measure.
Caltrans/OCTA would have to use other federal, State, and local funds to pay for construction of
the second GP lane in each direction proposed in Alternative 2. The additional lane and toll
support facilities proposed in Alternative 3 would be funded from bonds against future toll
revenues. Please also see Response to Comment PC-H4-3 and Common Response — Measure M
Funding.

Comment PC-H14-5

Only Alternative 2 would require relocation of the wall up to 10 ft along Almond Avenue.
Although construction sequencing will not be determined until the final design phase, it is
common practice to construct soundwalls in advance of major construction activities. Please see
Responses to Comments PC-H3-1 and PC-H3-2 and Common Responses — Preferred Alternative
Identification and Almond Avenue Soundwall.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-H15

Comment PC-H15-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Only Alternative 3 would require replacement of the Fairview Road Overcrossing.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered a design option for Alternative 3 that would eliminate new
lanes south of Euclid Street, except for the extension of the southbound auxiliary lane
approaching the Harbor Boulevard exit ramp north to Euclid Street. This design option would
eliminate the need to replace the Fairview Road Overcrossing. If Alternative 3 is selected as the
Preferred Alternative and this design option is also selected, construction impacts within Costa
Mesa would be substantially reduced. Caltrans/OCTA have also considered other design options
to avoid replacement of the Fairview Road Overcrossing under Alternative 3. Please see
Common Responses — Preferred Alternative Identification and Replacement of Fairview Road
Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H16

Comment PC-H16-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Responses to Comments PC-H3-1 and PC-H3-2 and Common Responses — Almond
Avenue Soundwall, Air Quality, Health Risks, and Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los
Angeles County Line.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H17

Comment PC-H17-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-H18

Comment PC-H18-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Project-related construction and operational air quality and noise effects were analyzed in detail
in the project Air Quality Technical Study and Noise Study Report. As described in Sections
3.2.6 and 3.2.7, project-related emission and noise levels associated with the build alternatives
would be less than the future No Build Alternative.

Please see Common Responses — Preferred Alternative Identification, Noise/Noise Analysis, Air
Quiality, and Health Risks.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H19

Comment PC-H19-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H20

Comment PC-H20-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H21

Comment PC-H21-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-H22

Comment PC-H22-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Project-related construction and operational air quality and noise effects were analyzed in detail
in the project Air Quality Technical Study and Noise Study Report. As described in Sections
3.2.6 and 3.2.7, project-related emission and noise levels associated with the Preferred
Alternative would be less than the future No Build Alternative.

Please see Common Responses — Preferred Alternative Identification, Noise/Noise Analysis, Air
Quiality, and Health Risks.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H23

Comment PC-H23-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Respuesta a la Carta De Comentario PC-H24

Commentario PC-H24-1

Las agencias de Caltrans y Orange County Transportation Authroity les gustaria agradecerle por
haber participado en el proceso ambiental para el proyecto de ampliacion de la autopista de San
Diego (I-405). Su comentario fue considerado durante el proceso de seleccion de la “Alternative
Preferida”, como esta escrito en el reporte llamando en ingles “I-405 Improvement Project Final
EIR/EIS.” Se le notificara en la direccion proveida en su Cometario cuando el reporte “Final
EIR/EIS” va a estar disponible para revisarlo.

Response to Comment Letter Translation PC-H24

Comment PC-H24-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT R1-PC-H-39 March 2015



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Respuesta a la Carta De Comentario PC-H25

Commentario PC-H25-1

Las agencias de Caltrans y Orange County Transportation Authroity les gustaria agradecerle por
haber participado en el proceso ambiental para el proyecto de ampliacion de la autopista de San
Diego (I-405). Su comentario fue considerado durante el proceso de seleccion de la “Alternative
Preferida”, como esta escrito en el reporte llamando en ingles “I-405 Improvement Project Final
EIR/EIS.” Se le notificara en la direccion proveida en su Cometario cuando el reporte “Final
EIR/EIS” va a estar disponible para revisarlo.

Response to Comment Letter Translation PC-H25

Comment PC-H25-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H26

Comment PC-H26-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H27

Comment PC-H27-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-H28

Comment PC-H28-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H29

Comment PC-H29-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Responses to Comments PC-H3-1 and PC-H3-2 and Common Responses — Preferred
Alternative Identification and Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H30

Comment PC-H30-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Responses to Comments PC-H3-1 and PC-H3-2,

Project-related construction and operational air quality and noise effects were analyzed in detail
in the project Air Quality Technical Study and Noise Study Report. As described in Sections
3.2.6 and 3.2.7, project-related emission and noise levels associated with the Preferred
Alternative would be less than the future No Build Alternative.

Mitigation Measure NOI-04, which specifies that the contractor needs to develop a construction
noise and vibration monitoring and mitigation plan once details of the construction activities and
phases are finalized, has been added to the environmental document. Implementing proper
mitigation measures would minimize or eliminate construction-related noise and vibration
impacts.
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The Traffic Study for the project and attached to the Draft EIR/EIS considers potential increases
in traffic on Seal Beach Boulevard due to the proposed build alternatives and provides for some
improvements on Seal Beach Boulevard. With respect to Lampson Avenue, the additional lanes
and improved performance on 1-405 under the build alternatives will encourage traffic currently
diverting from the congested freeway to local streets to remain on the freeway.

Please see Common Responses — Preferred Alternative Identification, Noise/Noise Analysis, Air
Quiality, Health Risks, and Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H31

Comment PC-H31-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Response to Comment
PC-B20-1.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H32

Comment PC-H32-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

The columns constructed as part of the WCC Project improvements. Specifically, the columns
will support the 1-405/1-605 direct HOV connector. Please contact OCTA and their Public
Outreach for a detailed status of the WCC Project.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H33

Comment PC-H33-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-H34

Comment PC-H34-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Responses to Comments PC-H4-1 through PC-H4-3.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H35

Comment PC-H35-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H36

Comment PC-H36-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments were considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Response to Comment PC-H6-2.

Comment PC-H36-2

All of the proposed build alternatives add capacity in the GP lanes. Alternative 3 is the only
proposed build alternative that adds capacity both in the GP lanes and in the Express Lanes; the
capacity added in the Express Lanes consists of a new lane in each direction south of Valley
View Street to SR-73 that would be managed along with the existing HOV lane as a dual-lane
Express Lane Facility. The trend in both HOV and GP lane utilization in the 1-405 corridor is for
an increasing amount of traffic and congestion, as summarized in the Draft EIR/EIS in Tables
3.1.6-4, 3.1.6-5, 3.1.6-12, and 3.1.6-13. Those tables show that none of the proposed build
alternatives would eliminate congestion on 1-405, but each build alternative would reduce
congestion compared to the No Build Alternative. Please see Common Response — Opposition to
Tolling for an explanation of the manner in which Alternative 3 would control the amount of
traffic utilizing the Express Lanes and provide two uncongested lanes at all time.
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Comment PC-H36-3

As discussed in Section 2.2.7, a “double-decker” freeway alternative was considered early in the
project development phase of the MIS. Subsequent to that, the alternative to construct an
elevated structure was eliminated from further consideration. Please see Common Response —
Elimination of LRT and BRT Alternatives.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H37

Comment PC-H37-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H38

Comment PC-H38-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H39

Comment PC-H39-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Responses to Comments PC-H3-1, PC-H3-2, and PC-H6-2 and Common Responses —
Almond Avenue Soundwall, Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line,
Noise/Noise Analysis, Air Quality, Health Risks, and Property Values.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H40

Comment PC-H40-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments were considered during identification of the Preferred
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Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Responses to Comments PC-H3-1 and PC-H3-2 and Common Response — Almond
Avenue Soundwall.

Comment PC-H40-2

Please see Response to Comment PC-H6-2 and Common Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange
County/Los Angeles County Line.

Comment PC-H40-3

Please see Response to Comment PC-H40-1 and Common Response — Preferred Alternative
Identification.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H41

Comment PC-H41-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments were considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Caltrans and OCTA have made design revisions to the build alternatives, as discussed in Chapter
2 of the Final EIR/EIS, to avoid many of the community concerns/impacts identified during the
Draft EIR/EIS public comment period. As a result of these design revisions, reconstruction of the
Fairview Road Overcrossing is no longer required for the Preferred Alternative.

Please see Response to Comment PC-H15-1 and Common Response — Replacement of Fairview
Road Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes.

Comment PC-H41-2
Please see Response to Comment PC-H14-4 and Common Response — Measure M Funding.

Comment PC-H41-3

Please see Response to Comment PC-H6-2 and Common Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange
County/Los Angeles County Line.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-H42

Comment PC-H42-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Response to Comment PC-B20-1 and Common Response — Replacement of Fairview
Road Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H43

Comment PC-H43-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments were considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

The May 2012 Draft EIR/EIS, including specialized technical studies (see Appendix F for a
complete list), represents a comprehensive analysis of the potential temporary and permanent
environmental effects of the proposed build alternatives on the environment. See also Common
Response — Insufficient Environmental Document/Mitigation Measures.

Comment PC-H43-2

As shown in Tables 3.1.7-1 through 3.1.7-22, construction of the build alternatives would result
in changes to the visual quality and/or character associated with vegetation removal, construction
activities, and the introduction of new and modified permanent structures. The referenced area is
represented by key viewpoints 15 and 16 (see Figures 3.1.7-3 and 3.1.7-9). As noted in Table
3.1.7-1 in the remarks section, the Visual Impact Assessment acknowledged many intrusive
elements in the build condition. This would include the referenced soundwall and the resulting
ratings of visual quality, character, and viewer response.

Comment PC-H43-3

The hard surfaces of the Santa Ana River and other features were taken into consideration during
the traffic noise modeling of this area. According to the results of the detailed traffic noise
analysis in the Noise Study Report, the future predicted peak-hour traffic noise levels would
remain unchanged after construction of the soundwall and retaining wall with any of the project
alternatives. In addition, the predicted future traffic noise levels at Moon Park would not
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approach or exceed the NAC exterior limit of 67 dBA, therefore, it was determined that the park
would not be impacted by future predicted traffic noise levels.

Please see Common Response — Noise/Noise Analysis.

Comment PC-H43-4

This is not a new wall; it is an in-kind replacement of an existing soundwall and would not
substantially effect or change wind patterns or distribution of trash.

Comment PC-H43-5

Construction noise is addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS on page 3.2.7-43. Soundwalls are typically
constructed during the day and involve small-diameter 16-inch shallow drilled piles, which is
much quieter compared to larger-diameter deeper driven or drilled piles for bridges and large
structures. Construction noise associated with soundwalls would likely be less than the freeway
vehicle noise. With implementation of Measures NOI-2, NOI-3, and NOI-4 construction noise
impacts would be minimized.

Mitigation Measure NOI-04, which specifies that the contractor needs to develop a construction
noise and vibration monitoring and mitigation plan once details of the construction activities and
phases are finalized, has been added to the environmental document. Implementing proper
mitigation measures would minimize or eliminate construction-related noise and vibration
impacts.

Construction emissions are addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS starting on page 3.2.2-7. The Draft
EIR/EIS discusses potential project effects related to airborne material/dust on air quality within
the project corridor in Section 3.2.6 under “PMjo and PM; 5 Qualitative Analysis.” A qualitative
PM hot-spot analysis was performed following the EPA document Transportation Conformity
Guidance for Qualitative Hot-Spot Analyses in PM,s and PM;o Nonattainment and Maintenance
Areas. The particulate emissions include PM emissions from vehicle exhaust, brake wear, tire
wear, and re-entrained dust. PMy, and PM, s ambient air quality data from monitoring stations
within the proposed project area were utilized. These data were compared with PM;o and PM; 5
NAAQS and were also examined for trends to predict future conditions in the project vicinity.
Tables 3.2.6-5 through 3.2.6-7 present emissions, including PM, and PM,s, from vehicles
traveling along the project corridor for the years 2009, 2020, and 2040 (i.e., existing, opening,
and design years, respectively). Based on the result of the project’s PM hot-spot analysis, which
is consistent with 40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123 and EPA’s hot-spot guidance, the build alternatives
would not cause or contribute to, or worsen, any new localized violation of PMyo and/or PM; 5
standards.
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Other than as discussed above, soundwalls are masonry block walls and do not typically include
volatile compounds. With implementation of Measures AQ-1 through AQ14, the effects of
project construction on air quality would be minimized.

Comment PC-H43-6

Radiant heat effects are typically not considered for freeway soundwalls. Throughout the 1-405
corridor, there are existing and proposed conditions in which soundwalls are or will be placed
adjacent to the State ROW. In some instances, there are existing soundwalls within 10 ft of a
2-story residence, and they would not likely have any measureable effect on interior or exterior
air temperature at 10 ft.

Comment PC-H43-7

The preliminary design generally is balanced with respect to minimizing the amount of ROW
acquisition, especially when adjacent to single- and multi-family residents. Please see Common
Response — Property Values.

Comment PC-H43-8

The on-ramp is proposed within Caltrans and OCSD ROW, and it does not require acquisition of
private property from homes along Nevada Street, Wyoming Circle, or Maryland Circle. As
described in Section 3.1.1.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the build alternatives would have no effect on
Moon Park; however, the build alternatives would require partial (south-side only) temporary
closure of the Santa Ana River Trail during construction of the on-ramp. Additionally, the
project would require an aerial easement to accommodate the wider structure upon completion of
the on-ramp. Subsequent to completion, the only noticeable change for users would be that they
would have to cross under a slightly wider bridge. Conceptual studies were analyzed at the early
stage of this project; however, they were deemed infeasible due to underperformance at the
intersection of Ellis Avenue, Euclid Street, and the OCSD driveway.

Comment PC-H43-9

Several design options were investigated during development of the designs included in the Draft
EIR/EIS. Based on analysis of the design options, it was concluded that the most effective
solution involved construction of the new ramp referenced in the comment. Modification to the
peak-hour timing lights or ramp metering by staggering the two-lane on-ramp would not improve
the performance of the intersection at Ellis Avenue, Euclid Street, and the OCSD driveway
because 1-405 is not anticipated to perform at levels that could accommodate the staggered ramp
meter approach. The second recommendation to increase additional ramp storage within the
southbound loop on-ramp would also not be a viable solution due to the freeway LOS during the
peak period, thereby perpetuating queuing issues for the left turns along Ellis Avenue.
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Comment PC-H43-10

The traffic forecasts on which the new ramp design is based account for population and
employment changes forecast throughout Orange County and the region, as well as
improvements along the corridor. Although freeway access would be improved at the Magnolia
Street and Brookhurst Street interchanges, local traffic entering 1-405 in the southbound direction
south of Brookhurst Street would benefit by accessing 1-405 via the new southbound on-ramp.

Comment PC-H43-11

Please see Response to Comment PC-H43-8. With the design shown in the Draft EIR/EIS, the
intersection at Ellis Avenue, Euclid Street, and the OCSD driveway would operate more
effectively than any of the other design options analyzed. Moreover, the design benefits the
OCSD operations by minimizing impacts at the driveway and their ROW. The potential impacts
from this design have been documented throughout the Draft EIR/EIS.

Comment PC-H43-12

Several construction activities are interconnected with construction of the new southbound
Euclid Street on-ramp, such as widening of the Euclid Street Undercrossing on both sides and
widening of the bridge on both sides over the Santa Ana River. Construction of these activities is
anticipated to occur within an 18-month duration. It is anticipated that the new southbound
Euclid Street on-ramp would be constructed in approximately 10 months, and the soundwall
along the southbound direction of 1-405 south of the Santa Ana River in approximately 3 months.
Major work that would involve structure pile driving for bridge foundation would occur during
hours of the day that would not disrupt the community. For construction of the soundwall on top
of the retaining wall along Nevada Street, it is anticipated that disruption to the residential
community would occur during daytime hours. The contract documents would adhere to the
Noise Control specifications with regards to hours of the day that are prohibited for major work,
such as pile driving.

Comment PC-H43-13

It should be noted that starting with the very first home on Nevada Avenue south of Moon Park,
the proposed retaining wall height is 16 ft. With regards to the landscaping between the existing
property walls and the face of the relocated soundwall on retaining wall, during the design phase
of the project an aesthetics committee would be formed that is made up of stakeholders including
the various cities that are involved with the project. Input from individual city representatives
would be solicited, at which point affected residents could express their input concurrently.

Comment PC-H43-14
Please see Response to Comment PC-H43-6.
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Comment PC-H43-15

Based on the preliminary design, there is approximately 5 to 6 ft between the proposed retaining
wall and existing property wall. A maintenance agreement will be in place with Caltrans/City of
Costa Mesa as part of the Cooperative Agreement that would state how this buffer area would be
maintained.

Comment PC-H43-16
Please see Response to Comment PC-H43-3.

Comment PC-H43-17

Based on preliminary engineering, the gap of approximately 5 ft will be graded to match closer
to the abutting property.

Comment PC-H43-18

During construction of the soundwall or retaining wall, it is anticipated that the existing property
walls that line the row of homes would be left intact, thereby maintaining security from the
freeway activities. Please see Common Reponses — Air Quality and Health Risks.

Comment PC-H43-19
Please see Common Response — Compensation for Construction Impacts.

Comment PC-H43-20
At this time, there are no plans for any temporary relocation of families.

Comment PC-H43-21

All wall structures, including footing, will be within the State ROW adjacent to the private
adjoining properties.

Comment PC-H43-22

The Express Lanes included in Alternative 3 provide all freeway users with a benefit, even if
they do not choose to use the Express Lanes. The additional capacity provided by the proposed
Express Lanes increases traffic performance in the corridor.

The SR-91 Express Lanes are used by motorists in all income groups.

The proposed Express Lanes do not eliminate the HOV lanes. HOVs meeting the occupancy
requirement will use the Express Lanes free. With respect to the change in the occupancy
requirement proposed for the Express Lanes in Alternative 3, see Common Response —
Opposition to Tolling.
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Comment PC-H43-23
Please see Common Response — Preferred Alternative Identification.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H44

Comment PC-H44-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comments were considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Responses to Comments PC-H3-1 and PC-H3-2 and Common Response — Almond
Avenue Soundwall.

Comment PC-H44-2
Please see Response to Comment PC-H3-4 and Common Response — Property Values.

Comment PC-H44-3

The results of the Noise Study Report show that the future predicted peak-hour traffic noise
levels at your property (Receptor R5.17) in Seal Beach would increase by 1 dB in comparison to
the existing traffic noise with or without the project by the design year of 2040.

Please also see Common Response — Noise/Noise Analysis.

Comment PC-H44-4

Please see Response to Comment PC-H14-2 and Common Responses — Air Quality and Health
Risks.

Comment PC-H44-5

Please see Responses to Comments PC-H3-1 and PC-H3-2 and Common Response — Almond
Avenue Soundwall.

Comment PC-H44-6

Please see Response to Comment PC-H6-2 and Common Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange
County/Los Angeles County Line.

Comment PC-H44-7

Please see Responses to Comments PC-H3-1 and PC-H3-2 and Common Response. — Shifting
Improvements away from Residential Properties onto NAVWPNSTA Seal Beach Property.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-H45

Comment PC-H45-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

The proposed Express Lanes would utilize congestion management pricing. When there is too
much traffic traveling and volume is at a point that congestion reduces travel speed and makes
travel time in the Express Lanes unreliable, toll rates are increased to ensure free-flow
conditions. This restores trip reliability. Conversely, when the Express Lanes are underutilized,
tolls are decreased, allowing more motorists to use the Express Lanes, which also helps reduce
congestion in the GP lanes. Please also see Response to Comment PC-H15-1 and Common
Responses — Preferred Alternative Identification, Replacement of Fairview Road Overcrossing/
Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes, and Opposition to Tolling.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H46

Comment PC-H46-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Project-related construction and operational air quality and noise effects were analyzed in detail
in the project Air Quality Technical Study and Noise Study Report. As described in Sections
3.2.6 and 3.2.7, project-related emission and noise levels associated with the build alternatives
would be less than the future No Build Alternative. Please also see Response to Comment
PC-H15-1 and Common Responses — Preferred Alternative Identification, Noise/Noise Analysis,
Air Quality, Health Risks, and Opposition to Tolling.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H47

Comment PC-H47-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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Please see Response to Comment PC-B20-1.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H48

Comment PC-H48-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-H49

Comment PC-H49-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Traffic in the 1-405 corridor from SR-73 to 1-605 has been thoroughly studied, and a
summary of the study findings is included in Section 3.1.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The Traffic
Study is available for your review on the Caltrans District 12 Web site
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist12/405/index.htm).
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